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Abstract 
This study investigated factors that may contribute to the development of 
social responsibility in college students. A sample of 31 male and 69 female students 
attending either a private Christian university or a non-religiously affiliated private 
university participated in the study, completing the Starrett (1 996) Global Social 
Responsibility Inventory (GSRI) and an accompanying research questionnaire. Subjects 
were recruited from general education courses at the two universities and received extra 
credit for their participation. This study examined factors contributing to high scores on 
the three sub-scales ofthe GSRI: 1) Global Social Responsibility scale (GSRS) 2) 
Responsibility Toward People scale (RPS) 3) Social Conservatism scale (SCS). 
Variables found in the literature and hypothesized to promote social responsibility 
considered in the study were: self-efficacy, exposure to injustice, parental modeling, 
annual familial income, participation in organized religion, the importance of religion 
and/or spirituality, church attendance, previous service experience, predicted ·future 
participation in community service, and gender. Results indicated that students from the 
private non-religious university scored higher on the GSRS. Students from the 
religiously affiliated private university scored higher on the SCS and both universities 
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had similar means on the RPS. Multiple regression analysis indicated that predicted 
future participation in community service accounted for 1 1 % of the variance and the 
importance of religion and or spirituality added another 5% to the variance on the GSRC. 
For the RPS, future participation in community service accounted for 1 6% of the variance 
and familial annual income added 4% to the variance. In regard to the SCS, the 
importance of religion and/or spirituality accounted for 20% of the variance. Annual 
family income added 4% and anticipated future participation in community service 
yielded only 2%. 
Overall, these findings provide partial support for the hypothesized relationship 
between social learning, interpersonal and motivational factors, gender, and family 
income, and scores on the GSRS. Anticipated future participation in community service, 
family income, importance of religion, and gender proved to be the most important 
factors in predicting social responsibility as measured by the scales in the present sample. 
However, none of the regressions or Pearson correlations were very strong. Thus, much 
of the variance in social responsibility remains unexplained. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Social Responsibility 1 
The field of clinical psychology has frequently and historically emphasized 
pathology and maladaptive behaviors in order to identify and treat such conditions. 
While studying pathology is essential, studying psychological health and well-being may 
also be beneficial. Positive psychology emphasizes health, the goodness within human 
nature and often the prevention of illness (Taylor, 2001 ). Seligman (1991 )  has 
emphasized "learned optimism" which looks at more adaptive aspects of human 
functioning than his original theory of "learned helplessness." This study attempts to 
investigate a more optimistic aspect of human functioning, namely social responsibility. 
It is widely recognized that socially responsible people are better citizens and 
members of our global community. The purpose of this research is to explore which 
factors enter into the development of a socially responsible person. The United States 
government has recently sought to better understand this through research in community 
service. "There is considerable interest in involving a greater number of high school 
students in community service because having students perform community service is 
viewed as beneficial for both society and the individual" (National Center for 
Educational Statistics, 1994; p. 124). 
Social responsibility is a social attitude and a pattern of behavior that implies 
good citizenship within one's community or society (Starrett, 1996). Socially responsible 
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behaviors may be directed toward people, policies, governments, or the environment 
(Berman, 1990). Prior to Starrett's definition, Berkowitz and Lutterman ( 1968) described 
a socially responsible person as one who tends to exhibit characteristics reinforced and 
appreciated by society. Further, they distinguished between individuals who scored high 
on their scale of social responsibility and those who scored low. The study results 
indicated that those who were more socially responsible had a) a strong sense of justice, 
b) somewhat rigid self-demands and standards, c) confidence in self and in the basic 
rightfulness of the larger social world, and d) "an orientation toward helping others even 
when there is nothing to be gained from them" (p. 170). They also found a negative 
relationship between social alienation and social responsibility. 
Wentzel ( 1991 )  more generally defined social responsibility as adhering to social 
rules and expectations. fu 1998, Flanagan, Bowes, Jonsson, Csapo, and Sheblanova 
researched social responsibility and concluded two factors contributed to the 
development of social responsibility in individuals: ( 1) family modeling and values 
inform children of their responsibilities to society and (2) experience and memberships 
with institutions beyond family aid in the formation of social responsibility. Schools and 
organized religion are typically the most common such institutions for the introjection of 
socially responsible values (Youniss, McLellan, & Yates, 1999). 
Service Learning 
From an educational perspective, service learning has been a way for institutions 
to enhance learning. Through this process the development of socially responsible 
behaviors often occurs in students (Reeb, Sammon, & Isackson, 1999). Educational 
researchers have found that traditional classroom academics alone are not adequate to 
facilitate the learning of social responsibility in students. Partly, in response, service­
learning programs have been implemented into the curriculum. Wade and Saxe ( 1996) 
noted that service learning a) "is a vehicle for enriching the curriculum, b) requires 
careful planning from the teacher and, c) can address critical needs in the community" (p. 
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333). They further found such activities allow for transformation of society and assist 
young people in developing skills to respond compassionately to the needs of others. 
Carver (1 997) described the following three goals of service learning: ( 1 )  allowing 
students to become more effective change agents, (2) developing students' sense of 
belonging in the communities of which they are members and (3) developing student 
competence. 
Primavera (1 999) studied 230 undergraduate students who participated in a Head 
Start program for pre-school-aged children as part of an undergraduate course. In their 
journal responses, participants indicated several benefits of the service experiences. 
Seventy two percent of the participants reported the substantive participation as "very 
satisfying." Reported benefits were categorized into improvements in six areas: self­
knowledge, academics, social awareness, personal growth, self-esteem, and personal 
efficacy. 
Gardener and Baron (1999) studied attitudinal change in undergraduate service 
learning participants. Based on pre-and post-test questionnaires, students' attitudes 
toward serving people improved significantly upon completion of the course. Others 
have proposed that service learning enhances academic development (Astin & Sax, 
1998), psychosocial development and ethical reasoning (Greene, 1997), and civic 
responsibility (Astin & Sax, 1998; Koliba, 2000). 
In a study assessing motives for collegiate service-learning, Chapman and Morley 
(1999) studied a sample of private college students. They found that motives of values 
and understanding were most important and that protective and social motives were least 
important in predicting satisfaction with service experiences. The motive of values 
related to the importance of one's beliefs about helping others; the motive of 
understanding reflected a desire to understand others. 
Ford, Wentzel, Wood, Stevens, and Siesfeld (1 989) presented situations 
involving a conflict between a socially responsible and an irresponsible course of 
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behavior to assess emotions involved. High school students responded to each scenario. 
These were set up to gather data for several different kinds of emotional pressures 
affecting socially responsible behavior. Males were found to be less socially responsible. 
Socially responsible choices were typically associated with the anticipated emotions of 
guilt, pride, empathy, and fear, but not with self-interest or worry of peer approval. 
Volunteerism 
Volunteerism is differentiated from service or experiential learning in that service 
learning is said to emphasize reflection, psychosocial processing, and community 
building (Dunlap, 1998). The focus of volunteerism is more upon the population being 
served than the volunteers themselves. Chapman and Morley ( 1999) identified six major 
motives for volunteer service: ( 1 )  expression of values, (2) understanding, (3) career, ( 4) 
social, (5) self-esteem and (6) protection. 
Hobfoll ( 1980) studied undergraduate students in volunteer settings and found 
higher levels of social responsibility in volunteers. One longitudinal study found that 
students who developed a prosocial attitude in high school were more likely to volunteer 
in their mid-20's and early 30's (Janoski, Musick, & Wilson, 1998). Therefore, it 
appears that positive experiences in volunteerism at an early age tend to promote the 
likelihood of future service. Fresko ( 1997) has noted that involvement in prosocial acts 
tends to promote prosocial or socially responsible behavior. 
Motivation for Social Responsibility 
Campbell ( 1999) reviewed the literature on social responsibility and found three 
primary factors which influence motivation for socially responsible behavior: ( 1 )  
familial modeling, (2) exposure to injustice and (3) self-efficacy. Keniston ( 1968) found 
that those who exhibit socially responsible values of peace, tolerance, justice, non­
violence, and the intention to decrease human suffering tend to come from families with 
those values. A number of other studies examined persons of moral character and found 
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that modeling has a strong correlation to morality and values of social responsibility 
(Clary & Miller, 1 986; Colby & Damon, 1992; Keniston, 1968; Rosenhan, 1970). 
Confrontation with injustice can shock an individual into social activism and 
efforts toward societal changes. Keniston (1968) found that young socially responsible 
radicals were far more motivated by indignation, as a result of their personal experience 
of injustice, than by guilt. Similarly, Oliner and Oliner ( 1988) additionally found that 
confrontation with Jews suffering under Nazism facilitated indignation and socially 
responsible behavior in individuals. 
A third factor relates to Bandura's concept of "self-efficacy." Translated to social 
responsibility, this is where individuals believe in their ability to make a difference in 
their perceived injustices. While self-reinforcement was previously viewed as the 
primary motivation for social responsibility (Rosenhan, 1972), Berman (1 997) noted 
several studies in the last twenty years that linked a sense of self-efficacy to social 
activism. 
Private Education and Social Responsibility 
A review of the literature suggests that not much has been done to compare 
undergraduates from non-sectarian private schools to undergraduates from private 
Christian schools. However, some comparisons have been made between private and 
public education. In a longitudinal study of health trends among college freshman, Sax 
(1 997) found that unhealthy behaviors were less prominent in private schools than in 
public, two-year institutions. Several studies investigated differences between student 
academic performance in public versus private schools. They found private Catholic 
school students scored higher on measures of achievement (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987; 
Noell, 198 1 ,  1 982). However, when controlled for aptitude selectivity bias, Noell ( 1 982) 
found no statistically significant differences. Stevens and Sessions (2000) suggested that 
students attending private schools were of superior scholastic aptitude to those attending 
public schools. 
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In a longitudinal study (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1 994), students 
who attended college were more likely to perform acts of community service (67%) than 
non-college attending controls (41 %). Additionally, students who participated in 
community service as high school students were more likely to engage in community 
service in college. Catholic and other private school students were slightly more likely to 
participate in voluntary community service (71 %) compared to their public school 
counterparts (63%). In reference to required community service, there appeared to be 
fewer requirements for community service in the public schools studied than in their 
private school counterparts. In this U.S. Department of Education study, students rated 
the percentage of community service required by their educational institution: Catholic 
(65%), private (63%), public (56%). 
Grimes (1 994) attributed the success of private Christian schools to several 
factors: 1 )  perceived social status, 2) the demand for religious education and training, 
and 3) the perception that private Christian schools provide a higher quality product than 
their public counterparts. Though these studies speak in generalities, these trends seem to 
indicate that private school students differ in regard to academic achievement and 
perhaps community service. 
Several studies have sought to address the impact of a Christian private education 
on the development of student moral judgment. One longitudinal study that studied 
students as freshmen and then later as seniors found that students responded to moral 
dilemmas in similarly conservative ways yet improved in Bible knowledge and academic 
abilities (Nelson, 1999). In another study, Buier, Butman, Burwell, and Van Wicklin 
(1 989) examined moral and ethical decision making in three Christian liberal arts 
institutions and found that students graduated with beliefs and values similar to those 
with which they entered. 
Social Responsibility 7 
Family, Religion and Social Responsibility 
Flanagan et al. ( 1998) have proposed two theories to explain the development of 
social responsibility in individuals. First, family values tend to inform children of their 
responsibilities to society. Second, experiences beyond family are required for the social 
integration of young people into a political community and for their identification with 
common societal goals. 
Gunnoe, Heatherington, and Reiss (1999) noted that authoritative parents demand 
mature behavior from children, and such demands foster autonomy. Further it was noted 
that where there is flexibility and collaboration in the negotiation of family rules, 
prosocial behaviors in adolescents are cultivated. Flanagan et al. ( 1 998) studied parental 
modeling and civic commitment in a sample of 5,579 12  to 1 8-year-olds from several 
countries. They found that girls were more likely than boys to report that their families 
encouraged an ethic of social responsibility. "[But] regardless of gender or country, 
adolescents were more likely to consider public interest an important life goal when their 
families emphasized an ethic of social responsibility" (p. 457). 
Religion, though not extensively studied in psychology for several decades, has 
re-emerged with several recent publications relating to religion and psychology. "No 
other human preoccupation challenges psychologists as religion. Whether or not they 
profess to be religious themselves-and many do not-psychologists must take religion 
into account if  they are to understand their fellow human beings" (Wulff, 1996, p. 43). 
Clearly, religion is a major variable in social responsibility and religion must be taken 
into account. 
In a literature review, Gunnoe et al. ( 1999) found a variety of studies confirming 
that religiously involved adolescents engaged in significantly less delinquent activity. 
Y ouniss et al. ( 1999) studied religion, community service, and identity in American 
youth. They found that ( 1 )  youth are heavily involved in volunteer service, (2) many 
youth view religion as important and those who do are more likely to do service than 
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youth who do not believe religion is important in their lives, and (3) involvement in 
church-sponsored service makes it more likely that youth will adopt the religious 
rationale for service performed. 
Purpose and Hypotheses 
Surprisingly little research has focused on comparing individuals from secular and 
religious private institutions on levels of social responsibility. The research suggests that 
religion could be a significant factor in social responsibility. While motivation for 
socially responsible behavior has been outlined, few studies have investigated multiple 
factors such as participation in organized religion, parental modeling, and self-efficacy; 
all of which could significantly influence social responsibility. This study attempts to 
compare religion and other factors related to social responsibility from two similar 
populations. Sampling college students from religiously and non-religiously affiliated 
private schools will make this comparison possible. 
Consistent with these goals, hypothesis one is that there will be significant 
differences between students attending a Christian university and a non-religiously 
affiliated university on subscales of social responsibility. Specifically, it is hypothesized 
that students from a Christian university will score higher on social conservatism, 
responsibility for people, and global social responsibility (Hopkins, 2000). 
A final hypothesis is that three clusters of factors will predict higher scores on 
social responsibility. 
1 .  Social Learning (Parental Modeling, Experience of fujustice, Previous 
Community Service, Church Attendance) 
2. futerpersonal/Motivational Factors (Self-efficacy, Importance of Religion, 
Predicted Future Participation in Community Service) 
3 .  Gender and fucome 
Participants 
Chapter 2 
Methods 
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Participants included 107 students recruited from two private undergraduate 
university populations, located near a large city in the Pacific Northwest of the United 
States. One was a non-religious private university from which 43 students participated in 
the study, and the other school was a Quaker liberal arts university in a similar locale 
from which 64 students participated. Students were working toward undergraduate 
degrees in a variety of disciplines at each university. Ethnicity, grade point average 
(GPA), Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, average age, population, SES and gender 
of students sample from the two universities are reported in Appendix A. 
Demographic Variables 
The average age ofthe 107 subjects was 19  years, and 67% ofthose surveyed 
were females. From the 107 subjects, 64 (59.8%) were from the private religious 
institution (George Fox University) and 43 (40.2%) were from the private non-religiously 
affiliated institution (Pacific University). Ofthe total subjects, 6 1 .7% were freshman, 
followed by 29.9% sophomores, 5.6% juniors, and 2.8% seniors. Over 84% of subjects 
identified themselves as white non-Hispanic, while 9.3% were Asian, and 5.6% indicated 
"other". Regarding religious identity, 84. 1% of those surveyed listed themselves as 
Christian, followed by 8.4% non-religious, 2.8% other and 1 .9% Buddhist. The ethnicity 
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and religious identity of  each sample i s  shown in Table 1 .  Family income for subjects 
ranged from less than $20,000 to above $70,000; however, a disproportionately high 
number of students (34 o/o) indicated their family' s annual income as above $70,000. 
Familial income is shown for each sample in Table 2. 
Several subjects completed only portions of the demographic form and/or the 
GSRI, or omitted GSRI items. Omissions or incomplete data were recorded as blank 
fields that were not factored into the statistical analysis. 
Students were selected from freshmen introductory psychology courses. Courses of this 
nature tend to draw a wide variety of students seeking to complete required coursework 
and are predominantly composed of students who are beginning their college education. 
Instruments 
Two instruments were used: a research questionnaire and the Starrett Global 
Social Responsibility Inventory (GSRI; 1996). 
Research questionnaire. The research questionnaire was developed to gather 
information about the participants. The questionnaire had three sections: ( 1) 
demographics, including age, gender, year in school, ethnicity and religious identity, (2) 
questions regarding involvement in organized religion, and (3) questions which assessed 
factors relating to social responsibility, including, familial modeling, experience of 
injustice, and self-efficacy. While age, race, and year in school have not been connected 
to social responsibility, gender (Astin & Sax, 1998; Flanagan, et al. ,  1998) and Christian 
identity (Astin & Sax, 1998; Youniss, et al. ,  1999) have been linked. Previous service­
learning or community service experiences are also related to social responsibility 
(Primavera, 1999; Youniss et al., 1999). 
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Table 1 
Gender, Ethnicity, and Religion of the George Fox and Pacific University Samples 
Demographic Pacific George Fox Total 
!! % !! % % 
Gender 
Male 8 1 8 .6% 25 39.7% 33 30.8% 
Female 34 79. 1% 38 59.4% 72 67.3% 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 33 76.7% 57 89. 1% 90 84. 1% 
Asian 9 20.9% 1 1 .6% 10  9.3% 
Other 1 2.3% 5 7 .8% 6 5 .6% 
Religion 
Buddhist 2 4.7% 2 1 .9% 
Christian 29 67.4% 6 1  95.3% 90 84. 1% 
Jewish 1 2.3% 1 .9% 
Non-Religious 9 20.9% 9 8.4% 
Muslim 1 1 .6% 1 .9% 
Other 1 2.3% 2 3 . 1% 3 2.8% 
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Table 2 
Family's Annual Income and Year in School/Class for George Fox and Pacific 
Universities 
Demographic Pacific 
!1 
Family Income 
Less than 20k 4 
20k-29.9k 2 
30k-39.9k 4 
40k-49.9k 5 
50k-59.9k 5 
60k-69.9k 4 
70k-79.9k 3 
more than 80k 1 5  
Class 
Freshman 20 
Sophomore 15  
Junior 6 
Senior 2 
Note. k = 1000's  of U.S. Dollars 
% 
9.3% 
4.7% 
9.3% 
1 1 .6% 
1 1 .6% 
9.3% 
7.0% 
34.9% 
46.5% 
34.9% 
14.0% 
4.7% 
George Fox Total 
!1 % % 
3 4.7% 7 6.5% 
9 14. 1% 1 1  10.3% 
6 9.4% 10  9.3% 
8 12.5% 13  12. 1% 
6 9.4% 1 1  10.3% 
10  15.6% 14 13 . 1% 
6 9.4% 9 8 .4% 
14 2 1 .9% 19 27. 1% 
46 7 1 .9% 66 6 1 .7% 
17 26.6% 32 29.9% 
6 5.6% 
1 1 . 6% 3 2.8% 
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Global Social Responsibility Inventory. The GSRI (Starrett, 1996) consists of 45 
items organized into three sub-scales. It was developed to assess the construct of global 
social responsibility and two closely related concepts . The primary scale, the Global 
Social Responsibility Scale (GSRS), examines attitudes and values related to such issues 
as ethics, moral obligations, social justice, equality, peace, and ecology including some 
specific international aspects. The content of the second scale, the Responsibility for 
People Scale (RPS), is similar to that of the primary scale, but instead of the global 
emphasis, its focus is on individual responsibility and national issues. The third scale, the 
Social Conservatism Scale (SCS), reflects attitudes and values related to such issues as 
nationalism, law and order, authoritarianism, belief in a "just world," and 
fundamentalistic religiosity. 
In developing the GSRI, Starrett ( 1996) conducted a pilot study to ascertain the 
content of the scales. From a thousand initial items, 1 12 were selected by Starrett from 
the pilot study as most representative of global social responsibility. Based on 
Chronbach alpha and item-scale correlations for item assignment, the pilot data provided 
alpha coefficients from .59 to .9 1 .  From item analysis, 80 items were retained from the 
1 12 to be used in development of the inventory. 
A sample of 2 19  adults primarily from social activist organizations participated in 
the study (Starrett, 1996). One group consisted of 90 women and 70 men, representing a 
diverse group in reference to age, education, social activism, and geographic location. 
Additionally, a student group was selected from three introductory psychology classes in 
a Midwest professional art and design school. Demographic data was not used in 
development of the scales. 
In administration of the scale, Starrett ( 1996) conducted paper and pencil surveys 
and structured interviews which included 8 sections. Part I included the 80 retained 
items from the pilot study on a 7 -point Likert scale with choices ranging from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree. Part II contained questions relating to social desirability and 
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personal values that were ranked into four levels on the basis of importance. Parts III, IV 
and VI were not used in the development of the GSRI. Part V was a 25-item shortened 
version of the Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Part VII assessed past and 
current experiences of volunteering and service, excluding help to family or friends. Part 
VIII contained demographic data, family income, number of dependants, and 
contributions to nonprofit organizations in the past 12  months. 
Item-analysis was applied to all items from the global responsibility scale and the 
responsibility toward people portion, and they were assigned respectively. Items were 
analyzed for maximization of alpha, and items were deleted or retained until 
maximization of alpha was obtained. All items were reviewed for face validity with 
regard to distinctions between global and national content. Items that had statistically 
significant correlations with the social desirability scale were rejected. Item-analysis then 
revealed a subscale of global responsibility entitled The Social Conservatism Scale 
(Starrett, 1996). 
Through the previously described procedures, three scales were developed 
utilizing 45 of the 80 items in part one. A subset of 1 6  of the 45 items had a reliability 
alpha coefficient of .84, and emphasized an international perspective of social 
responsibility; these were identified as the Global Social Responsibility Scale. A 
secondary subset of 1 2  items had a reliability alpha coefficient of .74 and emphasized a 
community or global perspective of responsibility; these were identified as the 
Responsibility for People Scale. The third subtest included 1 7  items and an alpha 
reliability of . 72. This scale was used to provide correlational support for the Global 
Social Responsibility Scale and was named the Social Conservatism Scale. 
Hours of volunteer help and service from Part VII and financial contributions to 
nonprofit organizations in Part VIII were analyzed. Because the data was positively 
skewed, a logarithmic transformation of both these behaviors was used in the 
correlational analysis (Starrett, 1996). 
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Social activism was a third variable. Based on the available data provided by 
self-reports and observations, individuals were rated on their level of social activism. 
Those with two or more years of active involvement received a high rating. Less 
experienced activists, on the other hand, received a medium rating, and those with no 
involvement in such activities received a low rating (Starrett, 1996). 
Validity was determined through Pearson intercorrelations among the scales and 
behavioral measures. The correlations, based on the total sample, were then determined 
between the Global Social Responsibility Scale and each of the other scales. The 
correlation with the Responsibility ofPeople Scale was .76, with the Social Conservatism 
scale it was .65, and the Goals and Social Values Scale correlation was .69 (Starrett, 
1996). 
Starrett (1 996) reported correlations between the Global Social Responsibility 
Scale and each of the behavioral measures were positive and statistically significant. He 
found a correlation with subject self-report hours of volunteering to peace and ecology 
was .38. The percent of financial contributions had a correlation of .39. Finally, the 
correlation between scores on the GSRS and the assigned ratings of social activism (.69) 
were substantially stronger than those between the scale scores and the two self-report 
measures. The internal consistencies of the three scales and the Goals and Social 
Values scale were found to be adequate with alphas that ranged from .72 to .85.  
The GSRI was selected for this present research application since the inventory 
accounted for much of what is currently known about social responsibility. The items in 
this instrument were found to be more current, thorough, and relevant to this research 
application than other instruments. An earlier scale, the Social Responsibility Scale 
(SRS) was developed by Gough, McClosky, and Meehl (1 952) and later adapted by 
Berkowitz and Lutterman (1968). However, the SRS had significantly fewer items (8) 
and only one construct. The GSRI includes more items (45) and contains 3 sub-scales, 
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which produced greater variability and enhanced the comparisons between populations in 
this project. 
Items included in the GSRI scales were altered to a six point Likert-scale 
(strongly agree, mostly agree, agree a little, disagree a little, mostly disagree, strongly 
disagree) versus the original five-point scale. This was done in order that students could 
not make a neutral choice. Responses from the scale were scored so that higher scores on 
the social responsibility scale represented a stronger sense of social responsibility. 
Procedures 
Students at both universities are required to take general education courses, from 
which general psychology or introduction to psychology are commonly chosen. 
Although research participation is generally required in psychology courses, participation 
in this particular research was not mandatory. Therefore, consent was obtained from all 
subjects who chose to participate prior to test administration through a consent form, as 
noted in Appendix B.  This research was approved by the Human Subjects Research 
Committee of George Fox University prior to the administration of any tests. 
Participant anonymity was protected since students did not leave any personally 
identifying information. For each class administration, only the type of course (general 
or introductory psychology) and institution were noted. General demographics, student 
involvement in organized religion, parental modeling of community service, exposure to 
injustice, and self-efficacy were measured in the research questionnaire. Student social 
responsibility was measured by the GSRI (Starrett, 1996). 
Chapter 3 
Results 
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Since GSRI subscales are cumulative, if omitted items were found on a particular 
subscale, the data was not entered. Therefore, the subscales had some variation in the 
total number of scores entered. Several subjects circled both 3 and 4 on some GSRI 
items suggesting a neutral response, and these items were given a 3.5 score which 
counted toward the respective subscale sum. 
Comparison of Means 
The mean GSRS, SCS, and RPS scores for each sample are shown in Table 3 .  
Pacific University subjects scored higher on the GSRS and George Fox University 
subjects scored higher on the SCS. 
Independent measures t-tests were used on the three subscales to examine 
differences between samples. The distribution of GSRI scores from both universities did 
not violate assumptions of normality. There was a significant difference between 
samples on the GSR [ .t (45) = -2.35, 12 = .02] and the SCS [ !(50)= 3.40, 12 = .00 1 ] .  There 
was no significant difference between samples on the RPS [! (50) = . 16, 12 = .87] .  
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Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations of GSRI Scores for both Universities 
School Central Tendency 
George Fox University Mean 
Pacific University 
Total 
!l 
Mean 
Mean 
N 
SD 
GSRS 
62.2 
6 1 .0 
9.9 
66.7 
39.0 
8 .6 
64.0 
100.0 
9.6 
scs 
6 1 .5 
60.0 
8.3 
55.9 
40.0 
7.7 
59.3 
100.0 
8.4 
Note. Higher scores indicate a stronger sense of social responsibility. 
RPS 
50.8 
6 1 .0 
7.0 
50.5 
40.0 
6.6 
50.7 
10 1 .0 
6.8 
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To  investigate differences in year in school upon GSRI scores, freshman were 
compared to a group of sophomores, juniors and seniors using univariate analysis of 
variance (ANOV A) . It was necessary to add sophomores to the junior and senior group 
since that sample alone was not enough to make a significant comparison. There were no 
significant class differences on the GSRS LE ( 1 ,98) = 0.28, 12 > .05] ,  RPS [E ( 1 ,99) = 
1 .36, 12 > .05] ,  or SCS LE ( 1 ,99) = .05, 12 > .05]. 
Correlational Data 
The GSRS was negatively correlated with the SCS ( r = -.59, 12 < .01 )  and the 
RPS ( r = .73, 12 < .01) .  The SCS was negatively correlated with the RPS ( r = -.45, 12 
<.01) .  These findings are consistent with the findings of Starrett ( 1996) in the norming of 
the GSRI. In addition, several of the predictive variables correlated with each other and 
the GSRI sub-scales. The correlational matrix is shown in Table 4. 
Multi12le Regression Analysis 
Based on the literature, several variables were predicted to influence social 
responsibility. A step-wise multiple regression analysis was used to determine which of 
these variables statistically related to social responsibility as found in the three GSRI 
subscales. Dependent variables were used for entry and removal. Independent variables 
considered in the equation were college, gender, family's annual income, frequency of 
church attendance, frequency of community service, parental modeling, exposure to 
injustice, self-efficacy, predicted future participation in community service and the 
importance of religion and/or spirituality. 
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Table 4 
Pearson Correlations 
School Age Gender Class Income Chur. At Com. S .  
School 1 .0 . 1 77 .218* .306** .083 -.585** .2 15* 
Age . 177 1 .0 .088 .748** -. 1 15 -. 1 37 .055 
Gender .218* .088 1 .0 .020 .061 - . 105 .082 
Class .306** .748** .020 1 .0 .029 -. 1 64 -.029 
Income .083 -. 1 15 .061 .029 1 .0 . 101  .026 
Chur. At. - .585** -. 1 37 - . 105 -. 1 64 . 101  1 .0 -.048 
Com. S.  .215* .055 .082 .029 .026 -.048 1 .0 
Modeling - . 108 - .009 -.084 -.043 . 3 18** . 1 93* . 1 57 
Injustice -. 1 1 8 -. 1 55 - . 141  -. 1 80 -. 1 69 -.033 -.025 
Self-eff. .006 .092 .060 .007 .059 . 103 -.052 
Fut. Serv. . 10 1  . 14 1  .225* . 1 1 1  .017 .047 .225* 
Imp. Rei -.533** .000 -.025 -. 120 .008 .721 ** .048 
GSRS .23 1 * . 16 1  . 1 80 .012 -. 1 19 -. 152 . 1 86 
RPS -.01 6  .015  . 198* - . 121  -.21 1 * . 1 3 1  .21 1 * 
scs -.324** -. 149 -.065 -.045 . 1 98 .286** - . 122 
Note. Table is continued on next page. Chur. At. = Church Attendance; Com. S. = Community Service; 
Self-eff. = Self-efficacy; Fut. Ser. = Predicted Future Community Service; Imp. Rel. = Importance of 
Religion; GSRS = Global Social Responsibility Scale; RPS = Responsibility Toward People Sacle; SC = 
Social Conservatism Scale. 
*p<.05 **p<.Ol 
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Table 4 Continued 
Pearson Correlations 
Mod- In- Self- Fut. Imp. GSRS RPS scs 
eling justice eff. Ser. Rei. 
School -. 108 -. 1 18 .006 . 101 -.533** .23 1 * -.0 1 6  -.324** 
Age -.009 - . 155 .092 . 141  .000 . 16 1  .015 - . 149 
Gender -.084 - . 141  .060 .225* -.025 . 1 80 . 1 98* -.065 
Class - .043 -. 1 80 .007 . 1 1 1  -. 120 .012 -. 121  - .045 
Income . 3 1 8** -. 1 69 .059 .017 .008 -. 1 19 -.2 1 1  * . 198 
Chur. At. . 193* -.033 . 103 .047 .721 ** -. 152 . 1 3 1  .286** 
Com. S .  . 157 -.025 -.052 .225* .048 . 1 86 .2 1 1  * -. 1 22 
Modeling 1 .0 .005 .243* .236* .204* -. 1 1 1  -.072 .224* 
Injustice .005 1 .0 -.095 .070 .090 -.034 .065 -. 103 
Self-eff. .243* -.095 1 .0 .398** . 1 6 1  . 1 06 . 1 65 -.054 
Fut. Ser. .236* .070 .398** 1 .0 .208* .339** .4 14** - .088 
Imp. Rei. .204* .090 . 16 1  .208* 1 .0 -. 1 65 .207* .461 ** 
GSRS -. 1 1 1  - .034 . 106 .339** -. 165 1 .0 .726** -.593** 
RPS -.072 .065 . 1 65 .4 14** .207* .726** 1 .0 -.452** 
sc .224* -. 103 -.054 -.088 .461 ** -.593** -.452** 1 .0 
Note. Chur. At. = Church Attendance; Com. S. = Community Service; Self-eff. = Self-efficacy; Fut. Ser. 
= Predicted Future Community Service; Imp. Rel. = Importance of Religion; GSRS = Global Social 
Responsibility Scale; RPS = Responsibility Toward People Sacle; SC = Social Conservatism Scale. 
*p<.05 **p<.Ol 
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Global Social Responsibility Scale. At the first step of the model, predicted 
future participation in community service entered the equation and accounted for 12% of 
the variance (R2 = . 1 15 ;  p = .001) .  At the second step in the regression, the importance 
of religion and/or spirituality entered the equation, adding an incremental R2 change to 
17% (R2 = . 173;  n = .012). No other variables entered the regression. 
An additional regression analysis was completed on the GSRS that did not include 
the independent variable predicted future participation in community service. None of 
the remaining predictor variables entered the regression. 
Responsibility Toward People Scale. At the first step of the model, predicted 
future participation in community service entered the equation and accounted for 17% of 
the variance (R2 = . 1 7 1 ,  n = .000). At the second step in the regression, family annual 
income entered the equation, adding an incremental R2 change of 5% to the model (R2 = 
.219, n = .01 8). No other variables entered the regression equation. 
An additional regression analysis was completed on the RPS, minus the 
independent variable, predicted future participation in community service. At the first 
step of the model, family income entered the regression equation and accounted for 6% 
of the variance (R2 = .063, n = .014). At the second step in the regression, gender added 
an incremental R2 change of 6% to the model (R2 = . 1 18 ,  n = .019) .  At the third step in 
the regression, previous community service entered the equation and added an 
incremental R2 change of 4% to the model (R2 = . 1 65, n = .026). 
Social Conservatism Scale. At the first step of the model, the importance of 
religion and/or spirituality entered the equation and accounted for 2 1% of the variance 
(R2 = .213 ,  n = .000). At the second step in the regression, family annual income entered 
the equation, adding an incremental R2 change to 25% to the model (R2 = .250, n = 
.032). At the third step, predicted future participation in community service entered, 
accounting for an increase to 26% of the variance in codependency (R2 = .226, n = .032). 
No other variables entered the regression. 
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An additional regression analysis was completed on the SCS, less the 
independent variable, the importance of religion and/or spirituality. At the first step of 
the model, church attendance entered the regression equation and accounted for 7% of the 
variance (R2 = .073, Q = .008) . No other predictor variables entered the regression. 
Hypothesis One 
Chapter 4 
Discussion 
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It was hypothesized that the religious private university students would score 
higher on the GSRS, SCS, and RPS than the non-religiously affiliated university students. 
This proved to be ONLY partially CORRECT. Pacific University's mean for the GSRS 
(66.7) was above the mean for George Fox University (62.2) and was found to be 
significant through t-test analysis. However, George Fox University students scored 
higher on the SCS (61 .5/ 55.9). Scores on the RPS were nearly identical (George Fox = 
50.8/ Pacific = 50.5). 
Mean comparisons of the two schools indicated the sample from Pacific 
University scored higher on the GSRS than the George Fox University sample. Since the 
GSRS measures a variety of factors relating to social responsibility, it may be possible 
that students from George Fox University did not value items relating to ecology or the 
environment as much as Pacific students. One item from the GSRS expressed a more 
universalistic religious perspective and may have been in conflict with fundamentalist 
religious beliefs. This item stated, "I feel that we can learn from the spiritual teachings of 
other religions, like Buddhism (Starrett, 1996; p. 544). Results showed that both 
samples scored similarly high on the RPS, and similarly value local and national 
responsibility toward people. 
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In regard to the SCS, the George Fox University sample was slightly higher than 
the Pacific University sample. Starrett ( 1996) originally noted that the SCS and the 
GSRS were inversely related and that socially conservative values such as nationalism, 
law and order, authoritarianism, belief in a "just world" and fundamentalistic religiosity 
would decrease global social responsibility. It appears that the SCS, though often 
associated with religion, assesses more than religion and may not be in such direct 
opposition to values of global social responsibility since students from both samples 
scored high on the SCS and GRS and predominantly identified themselves as "Christian." 
In regard to the relationship between the GSRS and the SCS, however, findings were 
similar to Starrett' s  ( 1996) original findings of an inverse relationship (r = -.59, J2 = .01) .  
Therefore, i t  does appear that socially conservative beliefs are in opposition to global 
social responsibility as measured on the GSRS, though the sample generally scored 
highly on all scales. 
Hypothesis Two 
Global Social Responsibility Scale. Multiple regression analysis for the Global 
Social Responsibility Scale indicated that ( 1 )  predicted future participation in community 
service ( 1 1%) and (2) the importance of religion and spirituality (5%) accounted for a 
majority of the variance. The demographic question that accounted for a modest amount 
of the total variance in the GSRS multiple regression equation was, "I plan to help others 
by providing community service in the future." It is perhaps likely that an individual' s  
belief in the likelihood that they will help others in the future relates to how they answer 
GSRI questions and perceive themselves. To examine this further a review of the GSRS 
is necessary. 
Overall, the GSRS examines attitudes and values related to issues such as ethics, 
moral obligations, social justice, equality, peace, and ecology with some specific 
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international aspects (Starrett, 1996). If subjects responded to GSRS items in a positive 
way, it is likely that they believed they would act toward the benefit of humankind in the 
future. This seems reasonable since a common way of implementing social justice, 
equality and moral obligations is through service to others. 
Past community service experience (U.S .  Department of Education, 1988) and 
self-efficacy (Rosenhan, 1972; Berman, 1997) were expected to predict future 
participation in community service. In terms of the self report items, this prediction was 
upheld for service experience. (! = .225. Q < .05). However, it was not supported for the 
GSRS (I = . 186  ns) . Similarly, self-reported self-efficacy predicted self reported 
predicted future service (I = .398), but self-efficacy did not enter the regression equation. 
For GSRS (! = . 1 06, ns). The finding that these individual demographic questions were 
more effective in predicting future service than the GSRS raises doubts about the validity 
and utility of the GSRS as a predictor of such behavior. 
A second variable found to contribute significantly in the stepwise multiple 
regression was the importance of religion and/or spirituality. Youniss et al. ( 1999) found 
that many youth view religion as important, and those that do are more likely to 
participate in service than youth that do not believe religion is important in their lives. 
Additionally, they found that involvement in church-sponsored service makes it more 
likely that youth will adopt the religious rationale for the community service work 
performed. The present findings provide some support for the Y oungiss et. al' s 
conclusions. 
Church attendance also was expected to be related to the importance of religion 
and spirituality (Youngiss et. al. ,  1999), but it did not factor into the equation in this 
sample. In this sample, perhaps church attendance is more related to rationale (Y oungiss 
et. al, 1999) for such service than probability of participation. It is also possible that 
many youth while first attending college away from their parents may have decreased 
church attendance. However, they may have learned socially responsible behaviors and 
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adopted socially responsible values through attending activities and services at their 
religious institution prior to college. It was noteworthy that the importance of 
religion/spirituality and church attendance had a significant positive correlation. 
Chapman and Morley ( 1999) noted that values were a major factor in motivation 
for service-learning projects. The two sample groups had some differences in regard to 
the importance of spirituality but a majority of students at both universities identified 
themselves as Christian and likely held similar values. Though the number of non­
religious participants was small, an independent samples t-test compared them with the 
Christian sample on the basis of GSRI scores. For the GSRS and RPS, there were no 
significant differences however, there was a significant difference on the SCS as would 
be expected. 
Responsibility Toward People Scale. For the RPS, multiple regression analysis 
provided two factors that entered the regression: predicted future participation in 
community service ( 14%) and family's annual income (4%). The RPS places more 
emphasis on individual responsibility and national issues rather than global issues as in 
the GSRS (Starrett, 1996). It is possible that participants who view themselves as 
helpful and responsible toward others would also view themselves as likely to help others 
in the future through community service. 
While annual family income seems like an odd variable relating to the RPS, it 
seems plausible that many of those who grew up with their basic needs met were more 
apt to respond to the needs of others through their adolescent development. More time 
and resources were available for the development of socially responsible behaviors, those 
behaviors were better reinforced, and this approach to life functioned for those youth. 
Speculating from that, on the other hand, it may be that socially irresponsible or 
antisocial behaviors more frequently develop out of not having these basic needs met, or 
not having material possessions. Out of perhaps a survival instinct and a response to the 
environment such individuals may become self-focused and exhibit an increased 
Social Responsibility 28 
likelihood for non-compliance with societal standards. Hence the saying "look out for 
number one" applies. However, in both high and lower income families, individuals may 
respond atypically for any number of reasons and break away from more common 
patterns of development. The relationship between income and socially responsible or 
irresponsible behaviors and attitudes needs to be further explored as suggested in the 
recommendations for future research section. 
An additional regression analysis was performed without the variable, predicted 
future participation in community service. The regression yielded three predictive 
variables: annual family income, gender, and previous community service. Family 
income was found significant in the initial regression; however, gender and previous 
community service experience did not enter into regressions for any other scales. The 
research on gender and community service has shown that females are more likely to 
participate than males. Therefore these findings are consistent with the research 
(Flanagan et. al. , 1998). Previous community service experience may relate since past 
behavior tends to relate to future performance and likely aids in the development of 
socially responsible attitudes toward others. Gardener and Baron ( 1999) found that 
attitudes toward helping others improved after a service-learning task. Other researchers 
have found that volunteerism aids in ethical reasoning (Greene, 1997) and civic 
responsibility (Astin & Sax, 1998; Koliba, 2000). Fresko ( 1997) found that involvement 
in prosocial acts tends to promote prosocial behavior. 
Social Conservatism Scale. The multiple regression for the Social Conservatism 
Scale generated three variables: ( 1 )  the importance of religion and/or spirituality (20% ), 
(2) annual family income (4%) and (3) predicted future participation in service (2%). 
Starrett ( 1996) found the SCS reflected attitudes and values related to such issues as 
nationalism, law and order, authoritarianism, belief in a just world, and fundamentalist 
religiosity. Since Northwestern Christian populations have been found to be socially 
conservative, it is not surprising that a sample composed predominantly of self-identified 
Social Responsibility 29 
Christians would find religion or spirituality important and be socially conservative. 
Hopkins (2000) studied George Fox University students several years prior to this study 
using the GSRI and found them to score similarly high on the SCS over three 
administrations (M = 55.2 pre, M = 55.6 post, M = 55.9 follow-up). It appears that some 
values common to religious individuals tend to relate to the SCS, though the SCS 
measures more than fundamentalist religiosity. However, the independent variables 
church attendance and the importance of religion were found to significantly correlate 
with the scs (L= .29, n < .01 ;  r = .46, n < .01). 
A second factor found to predict variance on the SCS in combination with the 
importance of religion/spirituality was family's annual income. It appears that from this 
sample, students from higher income families were generally socially conservative as 
measured by the SCS. Some researchers have noted that college students tend to increase 
in liberalism from the freshman year of college to the senior year (Fay & Middleton, 
1940; Hunter, 1943 ; Lottes & Kuriloff, 1994) . Shaver ( 1985) studied students at a 
conservative Christian liberal arts college and found a decline in law and order thinking 
from the freshman to senior year. Since the sample was composed of primarily freshman, 
the more socially conservative values reflected could potentially change as the students 
mature. However, Buier et al. ( 1989) studied students at three Christian liberal arts 
colleges and found that students graduated with similar beliefs to those they brought with 
them when they arrived. Results from the analysis of variance comparing freshman to 
sophomores, juniors and seniors revealed no significant differences in mean scores on the 
GSRS, RPS ,  and the SCS. 
A third factor accounting for an even smaller amount of the variance was 
predicted future participation in community service. However, since this accounted for 
such a small amount of the variance (2% ), it will not be elaborated upon. 
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An additional regression equation was generated minus the independent variable, 
importance of religion. Church attendance was the only variable that entered the 
equation and accounted for 5% of the variance. 
Limitations of the Research 
Due to the small sample size and similarity of the two groups, statistically 
significant comparisons between individuals who view spirituality and religion as 
important and those who do not could not occur. Though it was hypothesized that those 
who identify themselves as religious and value spirituality would score higher on the 
GSRI, this could not be adequately assessed since there was an insufficient sample of 
non-religious subjects. 
Because socioeconomic status was predictive for two of the three sub-scales of 
the GSRI, it is likely that it is a major construct that contributes to the development of 
social responsibility and social conservatism. Due to sample homogeneity, comparison 
of students who came from higher versus lower levels of socioeconomic status was not 
possible. 
Overall, GSRI scores were generally high which may simply be reflective of a 
sample that for the most part identify themselves as Christian and come from families of 
higher socioeconomic status. These factors tend to limit the generalizability of the 
present study to American, Caucasian, Christian, and private college students. 
Self-report measures simplify in the collecting of data and save time and 
resources; however, they often are lacking in a variety of areas. First of all, self-report 
measures are also known to frequently lack depth and can be misunderstood, since an 
examiner does not work through items with a subject. From this study, individuals 
received extra credit whether or not they carefully considered GSRI items on the self­
report measure. It is evident that several students did not appear to take the task seriously 
and partially completed the materials. 
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In regard to factors that may actually predict social responsibility, it is difficult to 
assess whether single items on a self-report questionnaire adequately assess factors such 
as parental modeling, self-efficacy, and the importance of religion and/or spirituality. 
Perhaps the regression analysis is more indicative of a corollary relationship than a 
prediction. Another factor that may have affected the results is that the sample was 
primarily Christian and often, religious individuals do not view service work in their 
religious community as community service. This may have decreased scores on those 
research questionnaire items relating to past and predicted future voluntary community 
service. 
Finally, though independent variables entered the regression equation and 
accounted for some of the variance, it was a small part. Therefore, a large portion of the 
variance in GSRI subscale scores was not accounted for by the predicted factors. It is 
possible that a factor that was not assessed such as empathy may account for the variance 
or that the sample size was not large enough to enhance the predictive power of the 
regression equation. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future research may better identify the differences in social responsibility 
between the religious and non-religious and/or the spiritual and non-spiritual. While 
religious and non-religious private schools did not provide significant differences in the 
area of religion and spirituality, perhaps public school samples may provide a more 
representative sample of the general population. Such a population could additionally 
supply greater diversity in socioeconomic status. College education may increase social 
responsibility, since most of the studies utilizing the GSRI have only studied college 
students. Obtaining a non-college educated sample might provide even greater breadth to 
the research on social responsibility. 
Defining social responsibility in universal terms also has been problematic. 
Though social responsibility is often viewed as positive for society, at times deviation 
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from societal norms may prove to utilize higher levels of moral development, abstract 
and ethical reasoning. Alternatively, gang behaviors are often viewed as antisocial; yet 
such individuals may self-sacrifice to promote the wellbeing of others in their group. 
More in depth, qualitative research on atypical expressions of social responsibility may 
broaden the understanding of this construct. 
An alternative area of possible future research would be to study antisocial 
individuals in respect to social responsibility. Antisocial personality disorder and 
psychopathy have been described extensively (Hare, 1999). However, more work is 
needed in regard to the etiology and relationship of antisocial behavior to prosocial 
behavior. Studying oppositional defiant or conduct disordered youth or antisocial adults 
in comparison to more "normal" populations may provide some additional insight into 
social responsibility and its relationship to the seemingly inverse antisocial behavior. It is 
likely that factors relating to social responsibility such as socioeconomic status, religion, 
parental modeling, and self-efficacy may similarly play a role in antisocial behavior. If 
this research question were evaluated, validity scales would need to be administered to 
prevent "faking good" with the face valid GSRI. The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Test- Second Edition (MMPI-2) does have several items that measure social 
responsibility, and these could be additionally utilized. 
Another aspect of social responsibility may be the actual personality of 
individuals. Perhaps more internal personality traits or factors such as empathy and one's 
capacity for self-extension help to develop an interpersonal approach of helping others 
and protecting the environment. Alternatively, others may develop a self-centered, 
apathetic personality style, which allows for the manipulation of others for what one can 
gain. Personality tests such as the Personality Assessment Inventory (P AI) or the 1 6-
Personality FaCtor ( 1 6PF) could conceivably be compared to GSRI scores to determine 
which personality factors may contribute to social responsibility or irresponsibility. 
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Conclusion 
Social Responsibility is a developing construct and something that is desired in 
society (Berkowitz & Lutterman, 1968; Berman, 1990; Flanagan et al . ,  1998; National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 1994; Starrett, 1996; Wentzel, 1991) .  This study 
attempted to highlight factors that predict social responsibility in individuals as measured 
by the Starrett ( 1996) GSRI. It was shown that certain factors as measured through a 
research questionnaire do predict social responsibility as measured in the GSRI, but much 
of the variance remains unexplained. Predicted future involvement in community 
service, the importance of religion and/or spirituality, and family income were the 
variables that accounted for most of the predicted variance in the three subtests of the 
GSRI. Future research may better define social responsibility and identify factors that 
influence individuals to be more or less socially responsible. 
MURDOCK lEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 
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Appendix A 
1999 College Emollment Statistics 
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1999 College Enrollment Statistics 
Variable Pacific George Fox 
University University 
High School GP A 3.54 3.60 
SAT Average 1 1 16 1 143 
% Female 62.5 60. 1 
% Male 37.5 39.9 
Ethnicity % 
Non-resident alien 4.9 2.0 
Black non-Hispanic .7 .5 
American Indian or .7 1 .4 
Alaska Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 17. 1 2.0 
Hispanic 2.0 2.8 
White non-Hispanic 65.8 9 1 .3 
Race-ethnicity unknown 9.0 
Fall Undergraduate 1 ,072 1 ,670 
Enrollment 
Tuition & Fees ($) 1 6,230 17,250 
Note. Data obtained from National Center for Educational Statistics ( 1999). IPEDS: 
College Opportunities and Statistics on-line. [Electronic data] . Washington, DC. 
Appendix B 
Informed Consent 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
& 
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPATION 
Thank you for your willingness to participate in this research project. Your 
participation in the study is completely voluntary, and you may stop at any time. By 
completing this survey you are giving your consent to participate. If at any time you 
would like to withdraw from the survey, you may do so by returning the unfinished 
questionnaire. 
Please do not put your name on any of the research questionnaires. Your name or 
identity will not be known by anyone involved in this research. 
The focus ofthis study is to consider a wide range of factors affecting social 
responsibility in students. Your honest response to all items is important. The packet 
should take about fifteen minute� to complete. Upon completion, please seal and mail the 
packet to the researcher at the address on the stamped envelope. 
Thank you again for your participation. If you have any questions about this 
research or your participation, contact Kordell Kennemer, M.A. (graduate student in 
Clinical Psychology) at 503-654-3510  or contact my research supervisor, Clark 
Campbell, Ph.D. (503-554-2753). 
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Appendix C 
Research Questionnaire and Global Social Responsibility Inventory (GSRI) 
Research Questionnaire 
1. Current age in years __ _ 
2. Gender (circle one): M F 
3. Class 
Freshman 
_Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Other 
4. Ethnicity 
African American 
Asian 
_Hispanic 
Native American 
_White, non-Hispanic 
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_Other (please identify) 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
 
_
 
5. Religious Identity (circle one) 
Buddhist 
Christian 
Hindu 
Jewish 
Muslim 
_Non-Religious 
_Other (please identify) 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
 _
 
6. What was your family's total income from all sources last year? 
_Less than $20,000 
_$20,000-$39,999 
_$40,000-$49,999 
_$50,000-$59,999 
_$60,000-$70,000 
_More than $70,000 
7. How frequently have you attended church during the past year? 
_Less than once/year 
_Once or twice a year 
_Between 3 & 1 2  times/year 
_Between once/month & once/weekly 
_Weekly 
_More than once/day 
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In answering the following questions, Community Service is a volunteer, 
non-paid, experience in which helping others is the primary goal. 
Less than once a week 
1 -3 times/week 
4-7 times/week 
_more than once/day 
Instructions: For each of the following statements, circle the choice that best fits the extent of 
agreement or disagreement as it describes your thoughts and experience. 
SA 
Strongly 
Disagree 
MD 
Mostly 
Disagree 
D 
Disagree 
A Little 
A 
Agree 
A Little 
MA 
Mostly 
Agree 
9.  One or more members of my family members participated in 
SA 
Strongly 
Agree 
community service or volunteer service during my childhood . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
10 .  I have experienced injustice in my dealings with others . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
1 1 . I am confident in my ability to help others . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
12 .  I plan to help others by providing community 
service in the future . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
1 3 .  Religion and/or Spirituality is very important in my life . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
PLEASE GO ON TO NEXT PAGE . . .  
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Research Survey 
Instructions: For each of the following statements, circle the choice that best fits the extent of 
agreement or disagreement as it describes your opinion. 
SA 
Strongly 
Disagree 
MD 
Mostly 
Disagree 
D 
Disagree 
A Little 
A 
Agree 
A Little 
MA 
Mostly 
Agree 
SA 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 .  The American way of life is superior to that of any other country . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
2.  Individuals must abide by laws even when they disagree with them . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
3 .  Resistance to authority may be a sign of maturity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
4. Helping correct injustice and oppression in the world gives me a 
feeling of significance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
5 .  Our government should be doing more to reduce the economic 
gap between ourselves and poor countries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
6. I have never been very interested in thinking up idealistic 
schemes to improve society . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
7. A person does not need to worry about other people if only 
s/he looks after her/himself. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
8. I would like to devote my life to the service of others . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
9. Human destiny is ordained by a Supreme Being . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
10 .  By and large, people deserve what they get. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
1 1 .  Although evil people may hold political power for a while, 
in the general course of history good wins out. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
12 .  There should be more respect for authority . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
1 3 .  Of all the different philosophies which exist in the world there 
is probably only one which is correct. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
14. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government. . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
1 5 .  One should either love America or leave it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
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16 .  It is no use worrying about current events or public affairs; 
I cannot do anything about them anyhow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
17 .  Society does not put enough restraint on the individual . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
1 8 . The federal government should do more in unemployment, etc . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
1 9. The United States should abide by the decisions of the World 
Court even when we lose . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
20. We should be willing to pay higher taxes in order to provide 
more assistance to the poor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
2 1 .  Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal, 
it is sometimes necessary to restrict that freedom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
22. There are times when it is right for a person to break the rules . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
23. Even to work on the problems of global ecology such as deforestation, 
we cannot afford giving more power to the United Nations . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
24. When a country does not have the resources to maintain itself, then 
other countries should assist. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
25. It is rare for an innocent man to be wrongly sent to jail . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
26. There is too much concern with equality and too little 
with law and order. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
27. I take a rather serious attitude toward ethical and moral issues . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
28.  In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what's 
going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
29. We ought to worry about our own country and let the rest 
of the world take care of itself . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
30. Natural resources such as oil and coal belong to individual countries 
and how they use those resources is their own business . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
3 1 .  I am rather insensitive to the difficulties that other people 
are having . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
32. Many people suffer through absolutely no fault of their own . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
33 .  Maybe some minority groups (African Americans, Native Americans, 
Hispanics, etc .) do get bad treatment but it's no business of mine . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
34. There may be some global problems with nuclear waste and water 
pollution, but scientists will find solutions to these problems . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
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35 .  The economic system of our country has to be drastically changed 
to bring about equality of opportunity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
36.  Every person should give some of his time for the good 
of his town or country . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
3 7. The recycling of newspapers, bottles, cans, and similar materials 
should be required even when it has to be subsidized . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
38 .  Our country should lead the way toward world disarmament .  . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
39. With the increasing foreign population in our country, we are 
endangering our traditional American values . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
40. I feel that we can learn from the spiritual teachings of other 
religions, like Buddhism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
4 1 .  The FBI should take a more aggressive approach to 
investigating religious cults . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
42. Laws and social policies should change to reflect the 
needs of a changing world . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
43. There are so many problems in America with the hungry and the homeless 
that we shouldn't be spending on the problems of other lands . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
44. I have seriously considered being a Peace Corps volunteer. . . . . . . . . . . . . SD MD D A MA SA 
45 . The National Peace Institute should be receiving the same level 
of funding as the Army's West Point and the Naval Academy . . . . . . . . .  SD MD D A MA SA 
Appendix D 
Raw Data Tables 
Social Responsibility 49 
Variable Code 
school 
age 
gender 
class 
religion 
mcome 
churchat 
comserve 
Social Responsibility 50 
Label 
1 = George Fox University/ 2= Pacific University 
# in years 
1 = male/ 2 = female 
1 = freshman 
2 = sophomore 
3 = junior 
4 = senior 
5 = other 
Religious Identity 
1 = Buddhist 
2 = Christian 
3 = Hindu 
4 = Jewish 
5 = Muslim 
6 = Non-Religious 
7 = Other 
Family's  Annual Income (U.S.  Dollars) 
1 = less than 20k 
2 = 20-29k 
3 = 30-39k 
4 = 40-49k 
5 = 50-59k 
6 = 60-69k 
7 = 70-79k 
8 = more than 80k 
Church Attendance (last year) 
1 = less than once a year 
2 = once or twice a year 
3 = between 3 & 12 times a year 
4 = between once/month & once weekly 
5 = weekly 
6 = more than once a week 
Frequency of community service in past year 
1 = not at all 
2 = less than once a week 
3 = 1 -3 times a week 
4 = 4-7 times a week 
5 = more than once/day 
Social Responsibility 5 1  
The variables below were coded as: 
1 = SD 
2 = MD 
3 = D 
4 = A  
5 = MA 
6 = SA 
variable code 
modeling 
injustic 
selfeff 
future 
gsr 
sc 
rp 
Strongly Disagree 
Moderately Disagree 
Disagree 
Agree 
Moderately Agree 
Strongly Agree 
Label 
Parental modeling 
Exposure to injustice 
Self-efficacy 
Self-predicted future participation in community service 
Global Social Responsibility Scale 
Social Conservatism Scale 
Responsibility Toward People Scale 
Social Responsibility 52 
SUBJ . # SCHOOL AGE GENDER CLASS ETHN I C  REL 
1 1 . 0 0 2 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
2 1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
3 1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
7 1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
8 1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
9 1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
1 0  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
11 1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
1 2  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  6 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  
1 3  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
14 1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
1 6  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
1 6  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 .  0 0  6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
1 7  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  
1 8  1 .  0 0  23 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
1 9  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
2 0  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
2 1  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 2  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 3  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 4  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 5  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 6  1 . 0 0 2 0 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 7  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 8  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
2 9  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
3 0  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
3 1  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
3 2  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
3 3  1 . 0 0 2 3 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
3 4  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  
3 5  1 .  0 0  1 8 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
Social Responsibility 53 
SUBJ . # SCHOOL AGE GENDER CLASS ETHNI C  REL 
3 6  1 . 0 0  1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
3 7  1 . 0 0  1 7 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0  5 . 0 0  7 . 0 0  
3 8  1 . 0 0 2 0 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
3 9  1 .  0 0  2 0 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 0  1 . 0 0  2 0 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 1  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 2  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 3  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 4  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 5  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 6  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 7  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
4 8  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
4 9  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 0  1 . 0 0 2 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 1  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 2  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
53 1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
5 4  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 5  1 . 0 0  1 8 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 6  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 7  93 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
5 8  1 . 0 0 2 0 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
5 9  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 0  1 .  0 0  1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 1  1 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 2  1 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 7 . 0 0 
6 3  1 . 0 0 2 0 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
64 1 . 0 0 2 0 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 5  2 . 0 0 2 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 6  2 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
6 7  2 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
6 8  2 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 
6 9  2 . 0 0 1 8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
7 0  2 . 0 0 1 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
SUBJ . # 
7 1  
72 
73 
7 4  
7 5  
7 6  
7 7  
7 8  
7 9  
8 0  
8 1  
8 2  
8 3  
8 4  
8 5  
8 6  
8 7  
8 8  
8 9  
9 0  
9 1  
92 
9 3  
9 4  
9 5  
9 6  
9 7  
9 8  
9 9  
1 0 0  
1 0 1  
1 0 2  
1 0 3  
1 0 4  
1 0 5  
1 0 6  
1 0 7  
SCHOOL 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
AGE 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 1 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 8 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 8 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 8 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 1 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 8 . 0 0 
2 1 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 1 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 8 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 8 . 0 0 
2 0 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
1 9 . 0 0 
GENDER 
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
CLASS 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
3 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 .  0 0  
3 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 .  0 0  
Social Responsibility 54 
ETHNIC 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
REL 
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
7 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
Social Responsibility 55 
SUBJ . # INCOME CHURCHAT COMSERVE MODELING INJUSTIC SELFEFF 
1 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
2 7 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  l .  0 0  2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  
3 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
4 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  
5 5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
6 8 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
7 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
8 8 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
9 7 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
1 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
1 1  8 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  
1 2  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
1 3  8 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
14 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
1 6  l .  0 0  2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
1 6  5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0  l .  0 0  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
1 7 7 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  3 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
1 8  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
1 9  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
2 0  8 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
2 1  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
2 2  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 
2 3  5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
2 4  3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
2 5  7 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
2 6  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  l .  0 0  6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  
2 7  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 
2 8  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  
2 9  8 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
3 0  8 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
3 1  8 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0  
3 2  3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
3 3  3 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 l .  0 0  4 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
3 4  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 l .  0 0  4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
3 5  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
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SUBJ . # INCOME CHURCHAT COMSERVE MODELING INJUSTIC SELFEFF 
3 6  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
3 7  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
3 8  8 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
3 9  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
4 0  3 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
4 1  8 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
4 2  2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
4 3  4 . 0 0  3 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 
4 4  4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
4 5  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
4 6  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
4 7  5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
4 8  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
4 9  4 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
5 0  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
5 1  8 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
5 2  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
5 3  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
5 4  7 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
5 5  8 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
5 6  2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
5 7  2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
5 8  3 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
5 9  5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
6 0  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
6 1  3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
6 2  7 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
63 8 . 0 0  5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
6 4  8 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
6 5  8 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  4 . 0 0  1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
6 6  6 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
6 7  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
6 8  3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 
6 9  8 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
7 0  8 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 
SUBJ . # 
7 1  
72 
73 
74 
75 
7 6  
7 7  
7 8  
7 9  
8 0  
8 1  
8 2  
8 3  
8 4  
8 5  
8 6  
8 7  
8 8  
8 9  
9 0  
9 1  
9 2  
9 3  
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
9 9  
1 0 0  
1 0 1  
1 0 2  
1 0 3  
1 0 4  
1 0 5  
1 0 6  
1 0 7  
INCOME 
3 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
8 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0  
1 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
7 . 0 0 
7 . 0 0 
7 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
8 . 0 0 
CHURCHAT 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 .  0 0  
3 . 0 0  
1 .  0 0  
1 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
5 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
COMSERVE 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
1 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
MODELING 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
1 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
2 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
6 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
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INJUSTIC 
4 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0  
4 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 .  0 0  
4 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 
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SUBJ . # FUTURE RELIGION GSR sc RP 
1 6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 54 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 
2 6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 8 1 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 6 1 . 0 0 
3 6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 7 7 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 6 1 . 0 0 
4 3 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 66 . 0 0 76 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 
5 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  3 6 . 0 0 6 8 . 0 0 4 4 . 0 0 
6 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  6 7 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 
7 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 8 7 . 0 0 3 7 . 0 0 6 4 . 0 0 
8 4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 5 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 
9 5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 5 5 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 
1 0  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 73 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 
1 1  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 65 . 0 0 6 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 
1 2  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 7 8 . 0 0 5 5 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 
1 3  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 8 . 0 0 6 5 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
14 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 4 0 . 0 0 53 . 0 0 
1 6  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 52 . 0 0 54 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
1 6  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 7 0 . 0 0 5 5 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 
1 7  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 75 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 
1 8  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 74 . 0 0 6 1 . 0 0 4 9 . 0 0 
1 9  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 4 7 . 0 0 
2 0  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 5 8 . 0 0 44 . 0 0 
2 1  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 54 . 0 0 7 2 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 
2 2  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 
2 3  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 54 . 0 0 6 5 . 0 0 4 3 . 0 0 
2 4  6 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 59 . 0 0 6 4 . 0 0 4 9 . 0 0 
2 5  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 59 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 
2 6  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 3 8 . 0 0 8 0 . 0 0 4 2 . 0 0 
2 7  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 52 . 0 0 5 8 . 0 0 4 4 . 0 0 
2 8  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 6 8 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
2 9  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 9 . 0 0 7 1 . 0 0 4 1 . 0 0 
3 0  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 7 6 . 0 0 7 5 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 
3 1  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  54 . 0 0 6 5 . 0 0 4 9 . 5 0 
3 2  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 65 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 5 3 . 0 0 
3 3  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  64 . 0 0 5 8 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
3 4  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 4 9 . 0 0 
3 5  2 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 4 7 . 0 0 73 . 0 0 4 1 . 0 0 
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SUBJ . # FUTURE RELIGION GSR sc RP 
3 6  5 . 0 0  6 . 0 0  5 8 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 4 2 . 0 0 
3 7  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 6 4 . 0 0 4 3 . 0 0 
3 8  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  63 . 0 0 6 2 . 0 0 4 3 . 0 0 
3 9  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 72 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 5 4 . 0 0 
4 0  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 6 2 . 0 0 4 1 . 0 0 
4 1  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 6 4 . 0 0 4 7 . 0 0 
4 2  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 74 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 6 8 . 0 0 
4 3  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 53 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 
4 4  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 4 7 . 0 0 
4 5  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 7 0 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 
4 6  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 74 . 0 0 6 7 . 0 0 5 5 . 0 0 
4 7  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 6 8 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 
4 8  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 8 . 5 0 5 5 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 
4 9  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 75 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 
5 0  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 5 3 . 0 0 5 3 . 0 0 
5 1  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0  54 . 0 0 6 8 . 0 0 4 2 . 0 0 
5 2  4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 
5 3  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  63 . 0 0 6 4 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
5 4  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 7 1 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
5 5  4 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
5 6  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 6 2 . 0 0 5 4 . 0 0 
5 7  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 5 3 . 0 0 
5 8  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 62 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 
5 9  3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 7 . 0 0 5 5 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 
6 0  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0  62 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 5 2 . 0 0 
6 1  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 
6 2  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 75 . 0 0 5 4 . 0 0 
6 3  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 
6 4  6 . 0 0  6 . 0 0 
6 5  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 5 4 . 0 0 
6 6  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 
6 7  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 54 . 5 0 6 5 . 5 0 4 7 . 5 0 
6 8  4 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 7 1 . 0 0 4 1 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 
6 9  5 . 0 0  4 . 0 0 56 . 0 0 5 7 . 0 0 4 3 . 0 0 
7 0  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 8 . 0 0 5 8 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
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SUBJ . # FUTURE RELIGION GSR sc RP 
7 1  5 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 73 . 0 0 5 6 . 00 57 . 0 0 
7 2  5 . 0 0 2 . 00 59 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 4 2 . 0 0 
73 6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 73 . 0 0 53 . 0 0 5 7 . 00 
7 4  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 57 . 0 0 73 . 0 0 4 9 . 0 0 
7 5  6 . 00 5 . 0 0 77 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 
7 6  6 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 85 . 0 0 4 6 . 00 67 . 0 0 
77 6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 0 . 00 62 . 0 0 59 . 0 0 
7 8  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 
7 9  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 74 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 
8 0  6 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  62 . 0 0 5 8 . 0 0 4 3 . 0 0 
8 1  4 . 0 0 1 .  00 6 1 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 
8 2  6 . 0 0 4 . 00 54 . 00 6 0 . 00 4 3 . 0 0 
8 3  5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  67 . 0 0 6 9 . 0 0 4 7 . 0 0 
8 4  6 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  7 1 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 52 . 00 
8 5  5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 7 1 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 4 6 . 00 
8 6  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 4 8 . 0 0 
8 7  2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 3 9 . 0 0 
8 8  5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 74 . 0 0 52 . 0 0 4 5 . 0 0 
8 9  5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 6 0 . 00 5 1 . 0 0 
9 0  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 80 . 0 0 4 6 . 0 0 6 1 . 0 0 
9 1  4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 5 . 0 0 52 . 0 0 4 7 . 0 0 
9 2  5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 6 0 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 
9 3  6 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 6 5 . 0 0 62 . 0 0 5 0 . 0 0 
9 4  6 . 0 0 4 . 00 8 6 . 0 0 4 0 . 0 0 5 9 . 0 0 
9 5  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 6 5 . 00 5 1 . 0 0 4 1 . 0 0 
9 6  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 4 8 . 0 0 
9 7  5 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 6 7 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 
9 8  6 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 64 . 0 0 57 . 00 5 0 . 0 0 
9 9  5 . 0 0 1 .  0 0  70 . 0 0 47 . 00 5 1 . 0 0 
1 0 0  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 7 9 . 0 0 55 . 0 0 57 . 0 0 
1 0 1  4 . 0 0 6 . 00 6 0 . 0 0 67 . 0 0 5 2 . 0 0 
1 0 2  1 .  0 0  4 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 53 . 0 0 4 9 . 0 0 
1 0 3  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 63 . 0 0 53 . 0 0 
1 0 4  3 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 6 1 . 0 0 55 . 0 0 4 2 . 0 0 
1 0 5  5 . 0 0 6 . 0 0 70 . 0 0 5 1 . 0 0 6 1 . 0 0 
1 0 6  6 . 0 0 4 . 0 0  8 2 . 00 4 6 . 0 0 57 . 0 0 
1 0 7  3 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 54 . 0 0 62 . 0 0 4 4 . 0 0 
Appendix E 
Curriculum Vita 
Social Responsibility 6 1  
EDUCATION 
1 996-Present 
1 992- 1 996 
CURRICULUM VITA 
Kordell N. Kennemer, M.A. 
P .O. Box 1 77 
Evanston, WY 8293 1 
(307) 789-3464 [854/103] 
kordellk@hotmail.com 
George Fox University, Newberg, Oregon 
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Graduate School of Clinical Psychology, AP A Accredited 
M.A. (Master of Arts in Clinical Psychology), 1 998 
Psy.D. expected May 2002 
Warner Pacific College, Portland, Oregon 
B.S. (Human Development) 
CLINICAL EXPERIENCE 
Wyoming State Hospital 
(AP A Accredited Internship) 
Evanston, Wyoming 
Pre-Doctoral Intern 
08/0 1 - 07/02 
02/02-07/02 
Multnomah County Jail 
Portland, Oregon 
Preintern Student 
09199 - 05/00 
Adolescents Services Unit (ASU): Pre-doctoral Internship 
experience providing individual, group therapy and psychological 
assessment to adolescents ranging from twelve to eighteen years. 
Common disorders included: conduct disorder, substance abuse, 
PTSD, depression and psychosis. 
Supervisor: Cathy Buckwell, Ph.D. 
Frontier Psychological Services: Provided services to individuals 
and families in a private practice mental health setting. Conducted 
disability waiver evaluations for the state of Wyoming and a variety 
of psychological assessments. 
Supervisor: Juliet Jett, Ph.D. 
Neuropsychology Rotation: Met weekly to discuss readings in 
neuropsychology. Conducted neuropsychological evaluations and 
learned new tests and methods of integrating data. Monthly 
supervision from Sam Goldstein, Ph.D., ABPP Neuropsychologist. 
Supervisors: Paul Jennings, Ph.D., and Cora Klotzbach, Psy.D. 
Forensic Rotation: Will meet weekly to discuss readings 
in forensic psychology, cases and write court letters. 
Supervisor: Paul Jennings, Ph.D., Licensed Psychologist 
Inverness Jail (MCIJ): Provided mental health services to adult 
inmates. Common disorders included chemical dependency, 
antisocial personality disorder, mood disorders, PTSD, organic 
disorders, and psychosis. Responsibilities included intake 
assessments, brief treatment planning, individual and group therapy, 
crisis intervention, and psychological and neuropsychological 
assessments. Consulted with medical and corrections staff. 
Weekly group supervision. 
Multnomah County Jail 
Portland, Oregon 
Preintern Student 
09/99 - 05/00 
Graduate School of Clinical Psychology 
George Fox University 
Newberg, Oregon 
Clinical Supervisor I Preintern Student 
09/99 - 04/00 
ParentCare 
St. Vincent Hospital 
Portland, Oregon 
Pre-teen Group Co-Facilitator 
0 1/99 - 04/99 
Clackamas County Mental Health 
Oregon City, Oregon 
Practicum II Student 
09/98 - 06/99 
Cascade College Counseling Center 
Portland, Oregon 
Practicum Student 
9/97 - 4/98 
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Juvenile Detention Hall (JDH): Provided mental health services to 
adolescent inmates. Diagnoses included: conduct disorder, mood 
disorders, and PTSD. Experience with ethnically diverse 
population and gang involved inmates. Responsibilities included 
intake assessments and report writing, brief treatment planning, 
individual and group therapy, and social skills training. Consulted 
with medical and corrections staff. Weekly group supervision. 
Supervisor: Stephen Huggins, Psy.D. 
Supervised Client Hours : 204 
Additional Hours: 432 
Provided clinical supervision to graduate students emolled in the 
Graduate School of Clinical Psychology. Supervision focused on 
the students' development of core clinical skills and professional 
attitudes and behaviors. Weekly individual and group supervision. 
Supervisors: Kathryn Ecklund, Ph.D. & Loye Ryan, Ed.D. 
Facilitated psycho-educational/support group for parents within a 
community based parenting education program. Adapted parent 
education curriculum to specific developmental ages with an 
emphasis on cognitive and emotional development and relationship 
building. Provided experiential opportunities for parents. Taught 
Parents to utilize the STEP (Systematic Training for Effective 
Parenting) Handbook with weekly readings. Weekly group 
supervision. 
Supervisor: Terri Bennink, Psy.D. 
Supervised Clinical Hours: 20 
Adult Outpatient Services: Practicum experience providing 
community mental health services to adults with diagnoses ranging 
from mood disorders, substance abuse, psychosis, traumatic brain 
injury and personality disorders. Responsibilities included 
diagnostic intake assessments and report writing, treatment 
planning, individual and group psychotherapy, case management, 
crisis intervention and psychological evaluations. Consulted with 
multidisciplinary staff including psychiatrists, nurse practitioners, 
psychologists, social workers and masters level therapists. Weekly 
individual supervision. 
Adult Day Treatment Program: Practicum experience providing 
services for clients with persistent mental illness in a day treatment 
program. Responsibilities included group and milieu therapy and a 
psycho-educational I process group for men with borderline 
intellectual functioning. Treatment primarily focused on social skill 
development and vocational rehabilitation. Weekly individual 
supervision. 
Supervisor: Patricia Soloman, Ph.D., Clinical Director. 
Supervised Clinical Hours: 227 Additional Hours: 395 
Practicum experience providing clinical services to college 
students. Responsibilities included diagnostic intake interviewing 
and report writing, treatment planning, and individual and group 
psychotherapy. Conducted occupational, cognitive, academic and 
personality assessments. Weekly individual supervision. 
Supervisor: Juliana Ee, Ph.D., Licensed Psychologist 
Supervised Clinical Hours: 1 3 6  Additional Hours: 307 
Graduate School of Clinical Psychology 
George Fox University 
Newberg, Oregon 
Group Facilitator 
02/98 - 04/98 
Graduate School of Clinical Psychology 
George Fox University 
Newberg, Oregon 
Prepracticum Student 
09/96 - 04/97 
PAID CLINICAL EXPERIENCE 
Kid's Turn Group Facilitator 
Washington County 
Hillsboro, Oregon 
06/00 - 6/0 1 
Testing Technician 
Portland, Oregon 
08/00-5/0 1 
Pre-practicum Supervisor 
George Fox University 
08/00-5/0 1 
Qualified Mental Health Professional 
Portland, Oregon 
Ryles Center 
Sub-acute Hospital Setting 
04/0 1 -07/01 
Social Responsibility 64 
Co-facilitated a process group for college students. Group 
interactions focused on developmental issues, e.g., individuation, 
identity formation, stress management and relationships. 
Supervisor: Wayne Colwell, Ph.D., Licensed Psychologist 
Supervised Clinical Hours: 1 5  
Didactic instruction and focus group experience, which included 
individual and group supervision of dyad counseling experience, 
including review of audio and video tapes, case presentations, and 
psychotherapy with undergraduates. 
Supervisor: Wayne E. Colwell, Ph.D. 
Supervised Clinical Hours: 20 
Co-led psycho-educational/support groups for 7-9 and 1 0- 1 4  year­
old children of divorced parents. 
Administered forensic and neuropsychological tests in a private 
practice setting. Observed forensic and neuropsychological 
interviews, discussed cases and rationale for testing. Observed 
expert witness court testimony. 
Employer: Richard Kolbell, Ph.D., ABPP; 
Forensic/ Neuropsychologist 
Aided Director of Clinical Training in supervising and educating 
the graduate pre-practicum students. Participated in guest lecturing 
and supervising dyads and triads of first year students in clinical 
skills. 
Supervisor: Carol Dell'Oliver, Ph.D. 
Provided individual, group, milieu therapy and crisis intervention. 
Conducted mental status exams, intake and discharge interviews. 
TEACIITNG EXPERIENCE 
Warner Pacific College 
Portland, Oregon 
08/00- 1 2/00 
Cascade College 
Portland, Oregon 
0 1 /98 
George Fox University 
Newberg, Oregon 
02/23/00 
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE 
George Fox University 
Newberg, Oregon 
09/97-6/0 1 
Clark Campbell, Ph.D. 
Dissertation Chair 
Portland VA Hospital 
Portland, OR/ Vancouver, WA 
09/00-07/01 
Irene Pouch, Ph.D. 
COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES 
New Hope Community Church 
Portland, Oregon 
Youth Director 
0 1 /93 5/00 
Warner Pacific College 
Portland, Oregon 
Mexico Service Trip 
Guest Speaker 
03/98, 03/99 
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Adjunct Professor, General Psychology Course 
Prepared and delivered lectures, discussions, demonstrations, and 
exams. Aided students in developing and presenting semester 
projects. 
Guest Lecturer, Freshman Study Skills Course: 
Provided lecture on identifying personal coping style and ways to 
increase positive stress management, e.g., exercise, time 
management, social support, and relaxation techniques. 
Guest Lecturer, General Psychology Course 
Using concrete examples and humor, taught classical conditioning, 
operant conditioning, and observational learning. 
Research Verticle Team 
Duties: Met bi-monthly to discuss and evaluate the progress, 
methodology, design, procedures, and various issues related to a 
wide range of research projects proposed by students and the 
faculty leader. 
Research Assistant 
Duties: Conducted structured PTSD and ADHD interviews, and 
entered data for co-morbidity study. 
Worked with children and adolescents and their families in a 
community church setting. Responsibilities included program 
development, teaching, and activity planning. Oversight of staff, as 
well as staff recruitment and development. Created community 
outreach programs for seniors, single mothers and homeless. 
Provided oversight and support to college students on a service trip 
to Mexicali, Mexico. Assisted students develop and complete 
service projects through a local church, La Iglesia De Dios. 
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PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS AND MEMBERSillPS 
Graduate Student Council 
George Fox University 
04/99 - 09/00 
Warner Pacific College 
Student Body Vice-President 
09/95 - 05/96 
American Psychological Association 
09/96 - present 
PRESENTATIONS 
Elected by peers of the Graduate School of Clinical Psychology as a 
Student Body Representative. Selected by council as student -
faculty liaison. Attended faculty meetings and was responsible for 
communicating relevant information between faculty and student 
council. 
Planned and directed new student orientation week, coordinated 
honors and awards ceremony, and assisted in chapel worship 
services. Pioneered the first annual Warner Pacific Faculty and 
Staff Appreciation Dinner organized by students. 
Student Affiliate. 
Kennemer, K. N. (2000, March). N.W. Christian Educators Conference: Family-Based Pre-teen Ministry, 
Pumose Driven Activities, and How to Instill Social Responsibility in Students. Redmond, W A. 
Kennemer, K. N. ( 1 999, September). Rogue Valley Christian Educators Conference: Leading a Family­
Based Preteen Ministry. Medford, OR. 
Kennemer, K. N. ( 1 999, October). National Church Leadership Conference: Leading a Junior High 
Ministry. New Hope Community Church. Portland, OR. 
Kennemer, K. N. ( 1 998, November). Forgiveness. Portland Rescue Mission. Portland, OR. 
Kennemer, K. N. ( 1 998, October). The Essentials of a Family Based Pre-teen Ministry. Willamette Valley 
Christian Educators Conference. Salem, OR. 
Kennemer, K. N. ( 1 996, October). Bio-Psycho-Social-Spiritual Wellness. New Hope Community Church: 
Men's Retreat. Kah-Nee-Ta, OR. 
Kennemer, K. N. ( 1 993, 1994, 1 995, October). Church Growth Conference: Youth Ministries. New Hope 
Community Church. Portland, OR. 
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ADDITIONAL CLINICAL TRAINING 
1 2/0 1 Forensic Training: Observation of a Competency Evaluation, Steve Golding, 
Ph.D., Evanston, Wyoming. 
1 110 1 
1 0/0 1 
1 1/99 
06/99 
03/99 
1 1198 
05/98 
04/98 
10/97 
03/97 
01197 
1 0/96 
Forensic Training: Competency Evaluations and the IFI, Steve Golding, Ph.D., 
Evanston, Wyoming. 
Forensic Training: Differences Between Clinical and Forensic Psychology. 
Steve Golding, Ph.D., Evanston, Wyoming. 
Mental Illness, Violence, and Risk Assessment: Implications for Outpatient, 
Inpatient, and Correctional Settings. Kirk Heilbrun, Ph.D., ABPP., Tualatin, 
Oregon. 
CAPS West Conference. Psychology, Christianity, and Social Responsibility. 
Newberg, Oregon. 
A Holistic Approach to Psychology. Carol Landerrnan, Ph.D. & Donna Guthrie, 
N.D., Newberg, Oregon. 
Ethical Practices with African-American Clients. Edward E. Morris, Ph.D., 
Newberg, Oregon. 
Race and Racism in Psychotherapy. Alice F. Chang, Ph.D., Nelson De Jesus, 
Ph.D ., Newberg, Oregon. 
Explicit, Implicit, Intentional Clinical Integration. Galileo and Wesley: Two 
Old, But Ever - New Integrative Models. Newton Maloney, Ph.D., ABPP, 
Newberg, Oregon. 
Therapists in the Courtroom. Ethical, Legal and Clinical Considerations. Eric 
M. Johnson, Ph.D., ABPP, Newberg, Oregon. 
Issues in Intervention with Latino Adolescents, Children and Families. Joseph 
M. Cervantes, Ph.D., ABPP, Newberg, Oregon. 
Rational Thought in an Irrational World. Albert Ellis, Ph.D., Portland, Oregon. 
Psychological Ethics and Clinical Practice. Gerald Koocher, Ph.D., Portland, 
Oregon. 
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ASSESSMENT EXPERIENCE 
Instrument # scored and # reports written 
administered 
21 Item Test 2 -
Adolescent Psychopathology Scale (APS) 1 1 
Aphasia Screening Test 2 1 
Beck Depression Inventory - 2 (BDI) 8 3 
Bender Visual Motor Gestalt 3 1 
Booklet Categories Test (BCT) 2 2 
Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI) 32 -
California Verbal Learning Test (CVLT) 5 2 
Child Behavior Checklist (Parent and Teacher) 5 5 
Cognistat 2 2 
Cognitive Assessment System (CAS) 1 1 
Cognitive Estimation Test 1 1 
College Adjustment Scale 1 5  -
Conner's (Parent and Teacher) 4 4 
Controlled Oral Word Association Test (COWA) 10  5 
Dementia Screening Test (DST) 1 -
Draw-A-Clock 2 1 
Draw - A - Person 3 3 
Finger Tapping Test (FTT) 2 2 
Kauffman Brief lntelligence Test (K-BIT) 1 1 
Kinetic Family Drawing 4 4 
Learning and Study Skills Inventory (LASSI) 1 4  -
Mini Battery of Achievement (MBA) 4 -
Millon Clinical Multi-Axial Inv. (MCMI) 2 2 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-Adolescent (MMPI-A) 1 2  8 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2) 25 19  
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-11) 2 2 
Personality Assessment Inventory (P AI) 4 4 
Rey Complex Figure Test (Rey-0) 1 0  5 
Rorschach (Exner) 6 5 
Sentence Completion Test 8 5 
Strong's Occupational Interest Inventory 1 6  -
Stroop Color Word Test 4 -
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) 2 1 
Test of Memory and Learning (TOMAL) 1 1 
Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (TONI-2) 2 2 
Trail Making Test A & B 8 3 
Vineland Adaptive Behavioral Scales 3 3 
Wechsler Abbreviated Intelligence Test (W ASI) 2 1 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-3rd Ed. (WAIS-III) 30 14 
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT) 2 2 
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test-2 (WIAT-2) 2 2 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-3rd Ed. (WISC-III) 1 0  7 
Wechsler Memory Scale - Third Edition (WMS-III) 12  6 
Wide Range Assessment of Memory and Learning (WRAML) 2 2 
Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) 2 -
Wisconsin Card Sorting Test (WCST) 8 5 
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RELEVANT COURSEWORK 
Theory and Practice: 
Professional Issues: 
Assessment: 
Diversity: 
Research: 
Adult Development 
Assessment and Practice in Parenting 
Child Development 
Child Play Therapy 
Cognitive Behavioral Psychotherapy 
Family Therapy 
Forensic Psychology 
Group Therapy 
History and Systems of Psychology 
Personality Theories 
Psychodynamic Psychotherapy 
Psychology of Emotions 
Psychopathology 
Psychotherapy with Children and Adolescents 
Psychopharmacology I Psychoneurology 
Sexual Dysfunction 
Social Psychology 
Substance Abuse 
Systems of Psychotherapy 
Object Relations Psychotherapy 
Ethics for Psychologists 
Professional Issues 
Intellectual and Cognitive Assessment 
Neuropsychological Assessment 
Personality Assessment 
Projective Assessment 
Comprehensive Assessment 
Contemporary Religious W orldviews 
Cross Cultural Psychology 
Psychotherapy with Men 
Psychotherapy with Women 
Religious Issues in Psychotherapy 
Psychometrics 
Research Design 
Research in the Psychology of Religion 
Statistical Methods 
M.A. GPA 3.415 
Psy.D. GPA 3.444 
PROFESSIONAL REFERENCES 
Carol Dell'Oliver, Ph.D. (Clinical Supervisor) 
Director of Clinical Training 
George Fox University 
4 14 N. Meridian St. 
Newberg, OR 97 132-2697 
cdelloliver@ georgefox.edu 
(503) 554-2761 
Stephen Huggins, Ph.D. (Clinical Supervisor) 
NW Counseling Center 
33 SE 223rd Ave. Suite 204 
Gresham, OR 
(503) 66 1-7733 
Richard Kolbell, Ph.D., ABPP 
Forensic/ Neuropsychologist 
1923 NE Broadway St. 
Portland, OR 97232 
(503) 284-2372 
Cathy Buckwell, Ph.D. (Clinical Supervisor) 
Wyoming State Hospital 
Psychological Services 
P.O. Box 177 
Evanston, WY 8293 1 
(307) 789-3464 
Cora Klotzbach, Psy.D. (Clinical Supervisor) 
Wyoming State Hospital 
Psychological Services 
P.O. Box 177 
Evanston, WY 8293 1 
(307) 789-3464 
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